REMARKS 


In the Office Action of June 17, 2003, claims 1-6, 8-15, and 17-20 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of 
Lacour (U.S. Patent Number 5,891,279), British Patent Specification 283,660, Kraft 
(U.S. Patent Number 2,427,216), Macklin (U.S. Patent Number 1,566,028), Japanese 
Patent Application 62-275802, German Patent Application L 20502 ll/63d, Japanese 
Patent Application 5-169901. Harrington et al . (U.S. Patent Number 4,269,251), and 
French, et al . (U.S. Patent Number 4,148,348). This set of patents, with the exception 
of the admitted prior art and Lacour , will hereinafter be referred to as the “old 
references”. 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 defines over the combination of the 
admitted prior art and/or Lacour and the old references. Respectfully, it would not have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to combine the references in order to obtain a tire 
apparatus having a support ring and a rim where a plurality of friction members are 
included and increase the mass of the rim. Support for such an amendment can be 
found on at least page 14, lines 9-16 of Applicants’ application that discloses a plurality 
of friction members 26 that may be attached to the surface of the bead seats 36, 38 or 
may be formed integrally therewith. The friction members 26 in this exemplary 
embodiment of the present invention is grit 34, which when added to the assembly will 
necessarily increase the mass of the assembly. Additionally, other exemplary 
embodiments of the present invention also disclose friction members 26 that add mass 
to the tire assembly. 

Applicants note that the § 103(a) rejection is being made over the admitted prior 
art (Applicants’ specification at page 2, lines 9-18) in view of Lacour and the old 
references. Applicants respectfully submit that the admitted prior art (Applicants’ 
specification at page 2, lines 9-18) is in fact is a brief description of Lacour . For 
instance, quoting from the aforementioned portions of the specification: 

One such design of a run-flat tire is illustrated in United States 
Patent Number 5,891,279 that is owned by the assignee of the present 
invention and is incorporated by reference herein in its entirety for all 
purposes. Tire and rim assemblies of this type have a flexible elastomeric 
material... 
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The patent number (5,891,279) to which this portion of the specification 
summarizes and incorporates by reference in its entirety, is in fact Lacour (U.S. Patent 
Number 5,891,279). Therefore, Applicants are addressing a § 103(a) rejection of 
Lacour in view of the old references, which is the exact same as the rejection stated in 
the Office Action of June 17, 2003, that being the admitted prior art in view of Lacour 
and the old references. 

Lacour provides for a support ring 1 that may be used to take up a vehicle’s load 
upon loss of air pressure. Lacour states that tire assemblies that incorporate such 
support rings 1 suffer from a “major defect” in that extra weight is added to the axle of 
the vehicle, severely reducing the handling abilities thereof during driving (see Lacour at 
column 1, lines 16-19). In order to eliminate mass associated with tire assemblies 
having support rings 1, Lacour discloses a series of transverse cavities 143 that reduce 
the mass of the support ring 1 and hence reduce the mass of the tire assembly (see 
Lacour at column 4, lines 24-27; and at column 1, lines 61-65). Lacour therefore 
explicitly teaches that it is undesirable to have additional mass present in the tire 
assembly as such additional mass on the axle of the vehicle severely affects the 
performance of the vehicle. In fact, the entire point of Lacour is to provide for a tire 
assembly that has a support ring 1 with a reduced amount of mass in order to provide 
for acceptable handling characteristics of the vehicle (see Lacour at column 1, lines 39- 
40). 

In stark contrast, claim 1 calls for a tire apparatus that has a support ring and 
also has a rim where at least one of the bead seats of the rim has a plurality of friction 
members disposed thereon that increase the mass of the rim. The presence of the 
friction members 26 increase the amount of mass present on the axle of the vehicle, a 
situation explicitly disfavored in Lacour . Lacour calls for the reduction of material in 
order to reduce the mass of the tire apparatus, while claim 1 calls for a plurality of 
friction members that increase the mass of the rim. Lacour specifically teaches the 
removal of material in order to reduce the mass of the tire apparatus such that beneficial 
handling properties are obtained. It would not have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art to modify Lacour such that it incorporates a plurality of friction members that 


increase the mass of the rim, because doing so goes completely against the teachings 
of the reference, which teach towards the removal of mass from the tire apparatus. 

It would not have been obvious to one skilled in the art to add a plurality of 
friction members that increase the mass of the rim into the tire apparatus of Lacour , 
because Lacour specifically teaches that such additional mass is disfavored and in fact 
teaches a removal of material (transverse cavities 143) in order to obtain a suitable tire 
apparatus. As such, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 defines over the 
combination of the admitted art, which is Lacour . and the old references and is in 
condition for allowance. Further, all claims which depend from claim 1 (claims 2, 4-6, 8, 
and 9) are also in condition for allowance. Their rejections being made moot due to the 
allowance of claim 1. 

Applicants have amended claim 10 in a manner similar to the amendment made 
above with respect to claim 1. As such, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 10 
defines over the combination of the admitted art, which is Lacour . and the old 
references for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 1. Further, 
all claims which depend from claim 10 (claims 11, 13-15, and 17-19) are also in 
condition for allowance. Their rejections being made moot due to the allowance of 
claim 10. 

Also in the present amendment, Applicants have amended claim 20 in order to 
call for a tire apparatus that has a first and second bead seat, one of which has grit 
disposed thereon, the presence of which increases the amount of mass of a rim of the 
tire assembly. Support for such an amendment may be found on at least page 14, lines 
9-16 of Applicants’ application. This amendment, although not exact, is similar to the 
amendment made above with respect to claim 1 because the grit increases the amount 
of mass of the rim as does the plurality of friction members in claim 1. As such, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 20 defines over the combination of the 
admitted art, which is Lacour . and the old references for essentially the same reasons 
as discussed above with respect to claim 1, and is in condition for allowance. 

Applicants respectfully submit that all claims are allowable and that the 
application is in condition for allowance. Favorable action thereon is respectfully 
requested. 




The Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at her convenience to 
resolve any remaining issues. 


Respectfully submitted, 
DORITY & MANNING, P.A. 

3003 

Date " Neal P. Pierotti 

Reg. No. 45,716 

Post Office Box 1449 
Greenville, SC 29602-1449 
Telephone: (864)271-1592 
Facsimile: (864) 233-7342 
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